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The following comments are from City of Corona – Comment Letter #13 
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Response to Comment #13-1 

Staff has conferred with AQMD permitting staff in regard to voluntary H2S odor control systems after meeting 

with stakeholders on several different occasions.  AQMD permitting staff do not support any changes to 

paragraph (d)(10) in Rule 219 because of a lack of examples and information, specifically emissions data, 

regarding “other control devices” and the sizes needed or intended for use.  Active order control systems can 

result in unintended consequences by potentially transitioning an area source into a point source. 

 

Response to Comment #13-2 

Staff appreciates the effort of the commenter to provide potential rule language for consideration; however, based 

on feedback from AQMD permitting staff, staff revised the rule language for Rule 219 paragraph (d)(10) as 

follows: “Passive carbon adsorbers, with a maximum vessel capacity of no more than 120 gallons, without 

mechanical ventilation used exclusively for odor control from at wastewater treatment plants or sewer collection 

systems, including sanitary sewers, manholes and pump stations.”  Staff believes the revised language will 

address the passive odor control systems for water treatment plants and sewers, manholes, and pump stations. 

 

Response to Comment #13-3 

See comment #13-1 for staff’s response to this comment. 

 

Response to Comment #13-4 

Staff continues to work with the wastewater treatment facilities in regard to H2S odor control systems however, 

the odor controlling equipment must be designed and source tested to show it will perform as expected and 

properly control the H2S odors, as well as VOC emissions before AQMD permitting staff will consider the 

equipment as a viable odor control system.  These systems are control devices and pursuant to Rule 203 

subdivision (a) they will continue to require permits to operate.  Rule 203 subdivision (a) states “A person shall 

not operate or use any equipment or agricultural permit unit, the use of which may cause the issuance of air 

contaminants, or the use of which may reduce or control the issuance of air contaminants, without first obtaining 
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a written permit to operate from the Executive Officer or except as provided in Rule 202.” Rule 203 clearly 

mandates that emission control equipment requires written permit. 
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The following comments are from Yorke Engineering, LLC – Comment Letter #14 

 

 
 

 

Response to Comment #14-1 

Thank you for your comment.  Staff’s opinion is that the current language in Rule 219 (s) captures the 

requirement to permit engines consistent with NSPS and NESHAP requirements and a further exemption for 

engines is inappropriate. 
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The following comments are from SCEC – Comment Letter #15 

 

 
 

 

Response to Comment #15-1 

Staff has revised the rule language in Proposed Amended Rule 219 in paragraph (i)(9) and (i)(10) based on the 

equipment if using waterborne solutions that contain a maximum VOC content of no more than 25 grams per 

liter.  If a facility is not using waterborne solutions that contain a maximum VOC content of no more than 25 

grams per liter, a facility will have to limit the use of their product to less than one gallon per day or twenty-two 

(22) gallons per month of VOC containing solvents.  Staff notes that the commenter addresses paragraph (i)(9) 
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which exempts coating vitamins and not tablets.  However, paragraph (i)(10) does address coating pharmaceutical 

tablets. 

 

Response to Comment #15-2 

Staff agrees that waterborne solutions devoid of solvents should also be exempted and has incorporated revisions 

to address paragraphs (i)(9) and (i)(10). 

 

Response to Comment #15-3 

Paragraph (i)(1) in Rule 219 addresses an exemption for pharmaceutical coating exemptions.  Pharmaceutical 

coating operations are currently allowed up to one gallon per day or twenty-two gallons per month of coatings for 

the tablets to meet the exemption. 
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The following comments are from Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts – Comment Letter #16 
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Response to Comment #16-1 

Staff has met with Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) staff on several occasions and was briefed 

on the voluntary H2S odor control systems.  It was pointed out at these discussions that LACSD removed the 

H2S odor control systems from service allowing for no H2S odor control due to permitting requirements.  

LACSD explained that the voluntary H2S odor control systems were installed as a courtesy for surrounding 

neighborhoods.  AQMD permitting staff stresses that a H2S odor control system equipped with activated carbon 

that is not constantly maintained can result in a spent activated carbon and potential significant release of VOC 

emissions.  In addition, through fermentation processes with direct sunlight, any spent activated carbon H2S 

control system can actually emit more emissions than if the system was never installed.  Another point of 

16-2 
Cont’d 

16-3 

16-4 



 

APPENDIX B Page 9 Comment letters received after August 3, 2012 closing date 

concern is that currently permitted H2S odor control systems do not have the capacity to reduce VOC emissions 

in a continuous manner. 

 

Response to Comment #16-2 

The driving force behind Rule 219 is to identify equipment, processes, or operations that emit a small amount of 

air contaminant.  A particular piece of equipment, process, or operation that cannot meet the criteria in Rule 219 

would be required to be permitted.  Before the H2S odor control system can meet an exemption in Rule 219 it 

will have to be first source tested to verify that it meets the requirements as a small emission source. 

 

Response to Comment #16-3 

Staff agrees and has revised the rule language for Rule 219 paragraph (d)(10) as follows: “Passive carbon 

adsorbers, with a maximum vessel capacity of no more than 120 gallons, without mechanical ventilation used 

exclusively for odor control at wastewater treatment plants or sewer collection systems, including sanitary 

sewers, manholes and pump stations.” 

 

Response to Comment #16-4 

Rule development and permitting staff have discussed active H2S odor control systems, which use mechanical 

means to move the airstream through the odor control system.  AQMD permitting staff maintains that they 

cannot support an active H2S odor control system to be exempt from permitting due to the potential VOC 

emissions. 
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The following comments are from Oxbow Carbon LLC – Comment Letter #17 
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Response to Comment #17-1 

Staff appreciates the comment letter from Oxbow Carbon, LLC in support of the amendments to both Proposed 

Amended Rule 219 and Proposed Amended Rule 222. 

 

Response to Comment #17-2 

Rule 219 provides an exemption from a written permit for certain equipment, operations and processes but does 

not include a paragraph for “trivial activities.”  However, all the exemptions are subject to review by the 

Executive Officer and in cases where the Executive Officer determines that a particular type of equipment, 

operation or process cannot operate at a low emission level, it may be determined that the equipment, operation 

or process requires a written permit.  Therefore, staff will retain the current rule language and not include a 

“trivial activities” section. 

 

Response to Comment #17-3 

Staff has concerns with the rule language proposed by the commenter.  This most pressing concern is how 

broadly could a “functional-equivalent” replacement be taken?  For example, if a natural gas fired turbine 

driven generator is replaced with a diesel fired internal combustion engine driven generator that is 

“functionally-equivalent” that replacement component, although “functionally-equivalent”, would bring about 

concerns for permitting, not to mention toxics and other emission criteria.  A “functional-equivalent” 

replacement could also be an individual component, such as an exhaust system with selected catalytic reduction 

that would be included in the written permit but may be replaced with a “functional-equivalent” exhaust system 

that does not have selected catalytic reduction.  Staff disagrees with the commenter’s proposed language for 

Rule 219 paragraph (c)(3). 

 


